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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The applicants amended claims 63 and 83 in the amendment received on 
9/18/06. 

The pending claims are 63-84. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed in the amendment received on 9/18/06 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

A. The applicants argue that the office fails to identify a suggestion or motivation 
to combine reference teachings. 

The examiner respectfully traverses. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Inniss discloses 
a network between a client, a server, and any host resources (lines 25-35 in col. 4 and 
fig. 3). Inniss does not explicitly disclose a wide area public access network. However, 
Wilson discloses a network can be implemented using Internet, intranet, and/or any 
other network (lines 35-56 in col. 28). Wilson discloses the network is implemented 
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using Internet because Internet provides less expensive implementation of the network 
system (line 35 in col. 28 thru line 7 in col. 29). Therefore, based on Inniss in view of 
Wilson, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teaching of Wilson to the system of Inniss in order to 
provide less expensive implementation of the network system. 

Furthermore, Inniss and Wilson disclose the claimed subject matter as discussed 
above except a digital fingerprint derived from contents of a file. However, Mattis 
teaches a digital fingerprint derived from contents of a file is utilized in a file request 
(lines 6-24 in col. 9) in order to easily locate the file. Therefore, based on Inniss in view 
of Wilson, and further in view of Mattis, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching of 
Mattis to the system of Inniss in order to easily locate a requested file. 

"Reason, suggestion, or motivation to combine two or more prior art 
references in single invention may come from references themselves , from 
knowledge of those skilled in art that certain references or disclosures in references 
are known to be of interest in particular field, or from nature of problem to be solved :" 
Pro-Mold and Tool Co. v. Great Lakes Plastics Inc. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal 
Circuit 37 USPQ2d 1626 Decided February 7, 1996 Nos. 95-1171,-1181. 

"Test of obviousness is not whether features of secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into primary reference's structure, nor whether claimed invention is 
expressly suggested in any one or all of references; rather, test is what combined 
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teachings of references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in art ." In 
re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
Thus, the applicants' arguments are not persuasive. 

B. The applicants argue that toe reference when combined do not teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. 

The examiner respectfully traverses. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Inniss discloses a virtual file system that mounts resources, such as files or 
directories, of distributed hosts (lines 25-41 and 62-67 in col. 3 and 1-11 in col. 4). The 
mounted resources in the virtual file system teaches the client receives a storage 
resource locator (SRL). When a client makes a request for a mounted resource in the 
virtual file system, the "single" server redirects the request, teaching the received SRL, 
to a resource server on behalf of a client (lines 25-36 in col. 4, lines 44-59 in col. 5, fig. 
3, and fig. 7). Thus, the client transmits the request to a resource server via the single 
server. Since, the claim merely recites "transmits the received SRL to one of the 
storage centers" without specifying how transmitting is done (i.e., directly or indirectly), 
Inniss teaches the client transmits the received SRL to one of the storage centers. 
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Inniss discloses a request.includes a server identification (i.e., address of a 
network, lines 50-51 in col. 6) and a file identification (lines 25-61 in col. 3, lines 25-46 in 
col. 4, line 65 in col. 4 thru line 20 in col. 5, and line 47 in col. 6 thru line 4 in col. 7). 

It is a well settled rule that a reference must be considered not only for what it 
expressly teaches, but also for what it fairly suggests. See In re Burckel, 592 F.2d 
1 175, 201 USPQ 67 (CCPA 1979) and In re Lamberti, 545 F.2d 747, 192 USPQ 278 
(CCPA 1976) as well as In re Bode, 550 F.2d 656, 193 USPQ (CCPA 1977) which 
indicates such fair suggestions to unpreferred embodiments must be considered even if 
they were not illustrated. Additionally, it is an equally well settled rule that what a 
reference can be said to fairly suggest relates to the concepts fairly contained therein, 
and is not limited by the specific structure chosen to illustrate such concepts. See In re 
Bascom, 230 F.2d 612, 109 USPQ 98 (CCPA 1956). 

Furthermore, as discussed above in A (supra), Inniss in view of Wilson teach a 
public access network address of a server. 

Therefore, the applicants' arguments are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 63-64, 71 , 73-74, 81 , and 83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Inniss et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,832) in view of Wilson (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,718,347). 
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With respect to claim 63, Inniss teaches a virtual file system ("VFS") to store file 
system information for a single file system (i.e., a server A 24 in fig. 3, lines 14-40 in col. 
1 and lines 25-61 in col. 3), wherein a client of the network storage system accesses the 
VFS over a network to manage a plurality of files of the single file system, and wherein 
the client receives a storage resource locator ("SRL") from the VFS to access the file in 
the single file system (lines 25-61 in col. 3, lines 25-46 in col. 4, line 65 in col. 4 thru line 
20 in col. 5, and line 47 in col. 6 thru line 4 in col. 7); and a plurality of storage centers, 
located in disparate locations from each other and the client and coupled to the client 
through a network, each of the storage centers for storing a plurality of files for the 
single file system (i.e., a plurality of servers, such as server B and server C in fig. 2, 
lines 41-67 in col. 3, lines 1-1 1 and 25-46 in col. 4, and lines 21-43 in col. 5), wherein 
the client of the network storage system transmits the received SRL to one of the 
storage centers over the network (i.e., the client transmits the request to a resource 
server via the server A, lines 25-36 in col. 4, lines 44-59 in col. 5, fig. 3, and fig. 7), 
wherein the SRL includes an identification for a storage center to access one of the 
storage centers over the network and a unique identifier associated with the contents of 
the file to uniquely identify the file stored at one of the storage centers (lines 25-61 in 
col. 3, lines 25-46 in col. 4, line 65 in col. 4 thru line 20 in col. 5, and line 47 in col. 6 thru 
line 4 in col. 7). Inniss does not explicitly disclose a wide area public access network, 
the storage centers located in geographically disparate locations, and the client of the 
network storage system transmitting the received SRL to one of the storage centers 
over the wide area, public access network to download the file over the wide area, 
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public access network. However, Wilson teaches a wide area, public access network, a 
plurality of storage centers located in geographically disparate locations from each other 
and the client, a public access network address for a storage center, the client of the 
network storage system transmits the SRL to one of the storage centers over the wide 
area, public access network to download the file over the wide area, public access 
network (line 35 in col. 28 thru line 7 in col. 29, fig. 12, lines 19-25 in col. 1, line 61 in 
col. 1 thru line 13 in col. 2, lines 44-67 in col. 7, lines 17-33 in col. 8, lines 35-42 in col. 
9, and lines 19-56 in col. 33) in order to provide less expensive implementation of the 
network system. Therefore, based on Inniss in view of Wilson, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
utilize the teaching of Wilson to the system of Inniss in order to provide less expensive 
implementation of the network system. 

With respect to claim 64, Inniss teaches a storage port for accessing at a client, 
the virtual file system and the storage centers, the storage port to translate a client file 
system request to a file system request including the file identifier to identify the file in 
the single file system (i.e., the network file system (NFS) 36 in fig. 3 translates a OS/2 
request to a NFS request, lines 25-46 in col. 4, line 65 in col. 4 thru line 20 in col. 5, and 
lines 44-59 in col. 5). 

With respect to claim 71 , Inniss teaches a content delivery network coupled to 
the network storage system (lines 25-61 in col. 3, lines 25-46 in col. 4, line 65 in col. 4 
thru line 20 in col. 5, and line 47 in col. 6 thru line 4 in col. 7). 
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The limitations of claims 73 and 83 are rejected in the analysis of claim 63 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claim 74 are rejected in the analysis of claim 64 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claim 81 are rejected in the analysis of claim 71 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

5. Claims 65 and 75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Inniss et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,832) in view of Wilson (U.S. Patent No. 
6,718,347), and further in view of Nazari (U.S. Patent No. 6,405,201). 

With respect to claim 65, Inniss and Wilson disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except an additional storage port. However, Nazari teaches at 
least one additional storage port for accessing a system and storages in the event of 
failover condition of the storage port (i.e., if a primary file system fails, a secondary file 
system takes its place, lines 37-44 in col. 4 and fig. 1 ) in order to provide a fault-tolerant 
file system. Therefore, based on Inniss in view of Wilson, and further in view of Nazari, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teaching of Nazari to the system of Inniss in order to 
provide a fault-tolerant file system. 

The limitations of claim 75 are rejected in the analysis of claim 65 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 
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6. Claims 66-69 and 76-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inniss et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,832) in view of Wilson (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,71 8,347), and further in view of Popelka et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,081 ,883). 

With respect to claim 66, Inniss and Wilson disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except a plurality of distributed object storage managers and 
storage nodes in a storage center. However, Popelka teaches a storage center 
comprises: a plurality of distributed object storage managers ("DOSMs") for receiving 
requests to access the storage center (i.e., a plurality of network processors 1 10 in fig. 1 
in a computer system, line 66 in col. 2 thru line 7 in col. 3 and lines 45-58 in col. 4); and 
a storage cluster, comprising a plurality of intelligent storage nodes, for storing files of 
the network storage system for serving access requests from the DOSMs, each 
intelligent node including a processor core and a plurality of storage devices (i.e., a FSP 
node 150 in fig. 1 includes a processor and storage devices, lines 42-54 in col. 2, lines 
35-58 in col. 5, lines 20-39 in col. 6, lines 25-39 in col. 1 1 , and fig. 4) in order to provide 
a scalable computer system. Therefore, based on Inniss in view of Wilson, and further 
in view of Popelka, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching of Popelka to the system of 
Inniss in order to provide a scalable computer system. 

With respect to claim 67, Inniss does not explicitly disclose a multi-cast protocol. 
However, Wilson teaches a multi-cast feature wherein data can be transferred from a 
source to more than one destination (lines 19-34 in col. 33) so that in one case, data 
consistency can be maintained between the source and the destinations. Inniss and 
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Wilson do not explicitly disclose maintaining file information at the DOSMs regarding 
files stored in the intelligent storage node, However, Popelka teaches maintaining file 
information at the DOSMs regarding files stored in the intelligent storage node (i.e., read 
cache 1 1 1 in fig. 1). Therefore, the limitations of claim 67 are rejected in the analysis of 
claim 66 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 68, Inniss and Wilson do not explicitly disclose the DOSMs 
comprising a data cache to cache file stored in the intelligent nodes. However,. Popelka 
teaches a data cache for caching at least a subset of files stored in the intelligent node 
(i.e., read cache 1 1 1 in fig. 1). Therefore, the limitations of claim 68 are rejected in the 
analysis of claim 66 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 69, Inniss does not explicitly disclose a load balancing^ 
fabric. However, Wilson teaches load balancers (lines 14-25 in col. 2, lines 43-56 in col. 
9, lines 32-45 in col. 31 , and fig. 3) in order to maximize system performance. Inniss 
and Wilson do not explicitly disclose caching data for files in high demand in the data 
caches of the DOSMs. However, Popelka teaches LRU maintenance for a cache 
teaching caching data for files in high demand (lines 14-16 in col. 12). Therefore, the 
limitations of claim 69 are rejected in the analysis of claim 68 above, and the claim is 
rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 76, Popelka further teaches selecting one of a plurality of 
distributed object storage managers (DOSMs) to service the request (i.e., one of a 
plurality of network processors 1 10 is selected in fig. 1 in a computer system, line 66 in 
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col. 2 thru line 7 in col. 3 and lines 45-58 in col. 4). Therefore, the limitations of claim 76 
are rejected in the analysis of claim 66 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claim 77 are rejected in the analysis of claim 67 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claim 78 are rejected in the analysis of claim 68 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claim 79 are rejected in the analysis of claim 69 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

7. Claims 70 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Inniss et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,832) in view of Wilson (U.S. Patent No. 
6,71 8,347), and further in view of Kern et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,870,537). 

With respect to claim 70, Inniss and Wilson disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except servicing access requests from a disparate storage center in 
the event that a failure occurs in another one of the storage centers. However, Kern 
teaches a dynamic failover mechanism for servicing access requests from a disparate 
storage center in the event that a failure occurs in another one of the storage centers . 
(line 51 in col. 4 thru line 39 in col. 6, fig. 1 , and fig. 2) in order to provide continuous 
data availability. Therefore, based on Inniss in view of Wilson, and further in view of 
Kern, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teaching of Kern to the system of Inniss in order to 
provide continuous data availability. 
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The limitations of claim 80 are rejected in the analysis of claim 70 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

8. Claims 72, 82, and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inniss et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,832) in view of Wilson (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,718,347), and further in view of Mattis et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,128,627). 

With respect to claim 72, Inniss and Wilson disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except a digital fingerprint derived from contents of a file. However, 
Mattis teaches a digital fingerprint derived from contents of a file is utilized in a file 
request (lines 6-24 in col. 9) in order to easily locate the file. Therefore, based on Inniss 
in view of Wilson, and further in view of Mattis, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching 
of Mattis to the system of Inniss in order to easily locate a requested file. 

The limitations of claims 82 and 84 are rejected in the analysis of claim 72 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joon H. Hwang whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4036. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00(M~F). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




3obn Hwang 
Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2100 



12/7/06 



